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“After the first sixteen hours he had no pain whatever, and slept well every 
night. At the expiration of forty-two hours he was allowed one teaspoonful of 
iced milk, in four hours two teaspoon Tills; this was gradually increased till on 
the fifth day he was allowed one-third of a tumbler of the iced milk every six 
hours. Not an untoward symptom occurred. The hot cloth wet, was kept 
applied up to Jan. 6, 1872. No other medicament was used. The fourth day 
the bowels moved naturally. On Jan. 8th. he was removed to his home in the 
country. On or about May 1st, he returned to the city, and followed his occu¬ 
pation as a carpenter. On examination the 7th of May, I found the ball under 
the skin, about two and a half inches from the spinous processes of the verte¬ 
brae, and nearly outside the eleventh rib of the left side, having passed out of 
the abdominal cavity between the eleventh and twelfth ribs. The direction of 
the ball, the vomiting of blood, the passing of blood by the the urethra, the 
character of the shock and prostration, point unmistakably to the cutting of 
tl'.e stomach and left kidney by the ball.” 


RECLAMATION. 

To the Editor of the American Journal of the Medical Sciences. 

Sir : Surgeon G. A. Otis, who has prepared, under the direction of Surgeon- 
General Barnes, United States Army, the Surgicaf History of the War of the 
Rebellion, at page 26 of the Introduction to the First Part lately published, has 
called attention to a paper of mine, written early in 1871, and published in the 
fifty-fourth volume of the Medico-Chirurgical Transactions, on the Classifica¬ 
tion of Injuries and Surgical Operations in time of War, in a way that makes it 
imperative on me to reply at some length. Although the general purpose of 
my paper is briefly referred to at the commencement of Dr. Otis’s remarks upon 
it, the words subsequently quoted without their context, and the comments upon 
them, might cause it to appear that I have attempted to depreciate the profes¬ 
sional labors of the surgeons of the United States during the great struggle, 
the miseries of which they were doing their best to alleviate. Nothing could 
have been further from my intention, and it appears to me that such an inter¬ 
pretation is not warranted by anything contained in my paper. I have always 
admired the zeal and the immense self-sacrificing devotion of the United States 
surgeons, as well of the volunteer service as of the regular army, duringthe 
prolonged war, and have never expressed any other sentiments on the subject. 
But I have thought, with regard to the compilation of their labours, that much 
time and pains would have been spared had there been employed a system of 
classification of the injuries, which they had not only to treat but also to tabu¬ 
late in statistical returns for official information, different from that which was 
used for the purpose. At the same time I did not ascribe it as a fault to 
any one that a different classification was adopted from that which seemed to 
me a more efficient one. I knew that during the Crimean War for the first five 
months, chiefly in consequence of no efficient system of classification having 
been supplied, the English statistical returns were found so valueless for scien¬ 
tific purposes that the attempt to use them in detail was altogether abandoned. 
It was from experience of the results of the form of classification which was 
employed in 1855 in the Crimea, and from much consideration of the subject, 
that 1 was led to consider that form the best calculated to insure accurate re¬ 
turns of the injuries of war in the first instance, and to secure facility of com¬ 
pilation afterwards, but I did not pretend to dogmatize on the subject; what I 
asked in my paper was that this form should be considered along with others 
by competent persons. Dr. Otis writes that “systems” must be made to 
conform to national habits and organizations, but this can hardly apply to syste¬ 
matic returns of injuries which are universal in their nature and quite unin¬ 
fluenced by national peculiarities. The best form of classifying the wounds 
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resulting' from war, whatever it may be, in one country must surely be the best 
in another country. 

Dr. Otis quotes part of my remark as to the figures of the American Field 
“Tabular Statements” being “ almost practically worthless.” It maybe ob¬ 
served that Dr. Otis himself, at page 25 of his Introduction, quotes from an 
official circular that “the surgical statistics of the war were absolutely worth¬ 
less” previous to September, 1862, owing to the nature of the returns then in 
use. I only discussed the question whether the revised forms of returns sub¬ 
sequently adopted were calculated for giving statistical information of as much 
scientific value as other forms of returns. In the surgical history, so far as it 
has gone, Dr. Otis has reclassified the figures of the field returns, after great 
research and labor, in forms essentially different from the original ones ; forms 
very similar indeed, though more extended, to those which I advocated for 
the primary returns. The remark of Dr. Otis, that a classification which may 
be excellent for the British Army with its corps of trained medical officers 
could not have been advantageously introduced into the American service 
chiefly attended by civil surgeons, seems to be an unnecessarily disparaging 
one. The British surgeons had no special training when the form of classifi¬ 
cation which 1 described was placed in their hands, and I never heard that 
they found any difficulty in following its directions. 

I regret very much the unintentional mistake (Dr. Otis calls it a misrepre¬ 
sentation) which I made as to the number of persons at one time encaged in 
preparing the records of the war in the Surgeon-General's office at Washing¬ 
ton. Borne years ago an American military medical visitor at Netley, speaking 
of the energetic and vast scale on which the history of the war was being pre¬ 
pared, told my colleague, Dr. Mackinnon, and myself that there were quite 
two hundred clerks engaged in preparing the records when he left Washington. 
He certainly did not mean the purely surgical records, and I did not understand 
him to mean so, but the records in all their branches ; and I was surprised on 
referring to my paper after reading Dr. Otis’s comments upon it to fiud I had 
limited the statement to the surgical statistics. I can only account for it by 
the surgical results of the war being uppermost in my mind at the time of 
writing the paper. But I think any one fairly reading my remarks would not 
fail to notice that I intended the general history of the war, for in the next 
sentence, when comparing the number of persons engaged in compiling the 
English history of the Crimean War, I did not confine myself to the compilers 
of the surgical part, but spoke of the whole of the historical record of the 
war. 1 fell into an error, however, for which I express my regret, and which I 
am glad Dr. Otis has corrected; and I can only add, that as I sent copies of 
the paper to the Surgeon-General’s office as soon as it was printed, if Dr. Otis 
or any one had then indicated the exaggeration in my statement, I would have 
gladly taken steps to correct it myself. 

I refrain from entering upon personal topics, such as the omission in the 
work under notice, of all mention in the lists of writers published at p. 23 of 
the Introduction of an essay of mine on Gunshot Wounds in Holmes’s System 
of Surgery, which was reprinted in the United States during the war, and even 
made one of the articles of the standard supply table of the military hospitals, 
and some similar matters, but will merely repeat my regret that the remarks 
in my paper on classification should have given the offence to Dr. Otis which 
they evidently have done; they were not intended to be offensive to any one. 
What I am especially anxious to explain is, that my paper, which I know not 
many United States surgeons are likely to see, in no way has reference to 
the professional work done by American surgeons in the field, or to anything 
else biit the arrangement of the returns in which their work was ordered to be 
classified and tabulated for statistical purposes. I must leave those who 
possess the paper to judge whether the remarks in it are worth any attention 
or not. 

I have the honor to be, etc., 

Thomas Longmore, 

Surgeon- General. 

Netley, July 7, 1873. 



